Often 1 DEFINING FEMINISM fifty years ago to kill the word "feminism" by symbolically incinerating its written representation, the word continues to be used, and the concepts it stands for clearly retain "a force of tremendous power." ' As scholars in women's studies who do claim the label of feminism, we owe it to the public and to one another to respond to these questions and to address the fear that induces would-be supporters to disclaim the label of feminism even when they support what we would consider feminist goals. To allow so many to get away with saying, "I'm not a feminist, but . . ." seems highly problematic in the light of current political necessities. To speak effectively, we must arrive at some understanding of the term "feminism" that we ourselves can agree on. However, to b e truly useful such an understanding cannot be derived exclusively from our own culture; it should reflect the cumulative knowledge we have acquired about the historical development of the critique of and program for sociopolitical change in the status of women in a variety of cultures. In other words, it must be not only historically sound but comparatively grounded in order to be conceptually illuminating.
Rationale for the project of defining feminism
What I am proposing here is a reexamination and reconceptualization of the public understanding of this word "feminism," based on the history of the word and its cognates and on evidence of its use from comparative history. As the distinguished historian Lucien Febvre once argued, "It is never a waste of time to study the history of a ~o r d . "~ My aspiration is to arrive at a new definition, that is, a conceptualization of feminism that is more dynamic, more supple, and more comprehensive than those formerly inscribed in dictionaries."t me state at the outset that as a historian I view definition neither as an exercise in dogmatism nor as "a labelling activity . . . betraying a phallogocentric drive to stabilize, organize, and rationalize our conceptual universe" but, rather, as a powerful working tool for enhancing understanding of a concept that remains undisputedly significant to both women and men today." The definition I will propose later in this article is intended to acconlmodate the extant historical evidence specific to time and place, which suggests that feminism is represented by two historically distinct and seemingly conflicting modes of argument. Yet this definition is also intended to encourage readers, once informed, to transcend these historical specifics by raising our thinking about feminism and its meaning to a higher level of generalization. This exercise may admittedly be seen by some as stretching too far the general mission of the historian, which is to locate the patterns of change and continuity in the chaos of past human activity and to interpret their meaning for the present. I hope, however, that the exercise will stimulate deeper and more informed reflection on the conceptual and political problems we face today.
No doubt a fuller explanation should be offered as to why I think such an endeavor necessary. The first, most immediate reason is that historians, both those who work on the history of American feminism and those who, like myself, are exploring the history of feminism in other Western cultures, require a more sophisticated conceptual framework than we have possessed to date in order to the Avant-Garde," Journal of Modern History 58, no. 4 (December 1986): 845-82. In the twentieth century, historians have been particularly interested in the development and deployment of "ism" words and concepts such as individualism, nationalism, feudalism, fascism, communism, romanticism, classicism, etc., which are often utilized (especially in textbook histories) to characterize whole historical epochs. See, e.g., E. 0.Golob, The "Isms": A History and Evaluation (New York: Harper, 1954) , which discusses capitalism, mercantilism, socialism, and corporatism; and Richard Koebner and H. D. Schmidt, Imperialism: The Story and Signijicance of a Political Word, 1840 -1960 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964 . There is such a huge scholarly literature surrounding the terms "socialism," "nationalism," and "fascism" that study of these concepts has spawned whole historical subfields. Thus it seems all the more amazing that the concept of feminism has only begun to receive close scrutiny. The quote is from Toril Moi, SexuallTextual Politics: Feminist Literary Theory (London and New York: Methuen, 1985) , 159. Moi herself is not opposed to the act of definition. As a practical matter, I find it difficult to accept the renunciation of definition that has recently become stylish in the wake of French feminist literary criticism (see, e.g., Alice Jardine, Gynesis [Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 19861, 20) . Knowledge is not well served by asserting that "definition is a male prejudice" and that "the day we start defining feminism it's lost its vitality" (Melanie Randall, "Defining Feminism-an Interview by Melanie Randall," Resources for Feminist Research 14, no. 3 [November 19851: 2) . The utility of definition depends on how it is done. better analyze and interpret thought and action concerning women's status across cultures and across time. Second, such conceptual clarification could be useful to scholars in other academic disciplines represented in women's studies and, particularly, to contemporary feminist theorists, a group whose work is sometimes ahistorical and sometimes altogether antihistorical in character.5 Finally, it could be valuable to contemporary activists who, awash in a sea of competing tendencies and issues that demand solutions, sorely need a broad-based, dynamic working definition in order to confront and combat the present confusion about and fear of feminism in the public mind. Thereby, activists may reclaim the initiative from our adversaries in explaining what feminism is and is not. Thus, a historical understanding and definition of the term "feminism" seem to me to be essential conditions for becoming more politically effective today and in the future.
European history and the history of feminism
The study of European women's history can contribute important insights to the exercise of understanding and, therefore, defining feminism for contemporary readers in other settings. As Americans, a comparative historical approach forces us to broaden our perspective by examining carefully from a different, although not wholly unfamiliar, angle much that we take for granted-namely, the political, social, and economic context in which so many of our own ideas originated. Thus, it allows us not only to recover and dissect the prevailing and dissenting views on the organization of societies, which are embedded historically in the Western debate on "the woman question" (as this controversy came to be known in the nineteenth century), but also to explore the political dynamics of the interaction between these views.
In the early 1970s, when my generation of American historians began to investigate the history of European women and their women's movement, we understood feminism in a rather simplistic and straightforward way, according to a composite English-language definition then found in most American dictionaries. A feminist was, of course, defined as a person who espoused feminism. But what 5 For example, sheer lack of historical information beyond the recent AngloAmerican context weakens nlost essays in Julie h4itchell and Ann Oakley, eds., Whut Is Feminism? (New York: Pantheon, 1986) ,which nevertheless attempts to grapple with historical questions. See, in particular, the thoughtft~l essay by Rosalind Delnlar (8-33), which poses many of the questions this article set out, quite independently, to answer.
was feminism? The dictionary definition (in composite) read approximately as follows: a theory and/or movement concerned with advancing the position of women through such means as achievement of political, legal, or economic rights equal to those granted men (my emphasis). This was also the perspective conveyed by the best-known histories of the American women's movement published prior to 1970, in which feminism effectively began in 1848
at Seneca Falls and the focus was on votes for women. The key notion here is the means to the end of "advancement": "rights equal to those granted men."6 Notice the extent to which this legalistic definition of "equal rights" proposes the standard of male adulthood as the norm. It is a definition that is expressed in a vocabulary of "rights" common to the Western tradition but developed most explicitly in the political theory and practice of Great Britain and the United States, which has so long focused on elaborating the rights and privileges of male individuals on grounds of p r i n~i p l e .~ For women, the vote, the attainment of legal control over property and person, and entry into male-dominated professions and institutional hierarchies became the representative issues.
Those of us in European history soon discovered that this Englishlanguage dictionary definition of feminism did not serve us well; we found its explanatory power inadequate for the accumulating evidence about the goals and activities of women's advocates and women's movements on the European continent during the nineteenth century and before. Even though issues of access to male privilege and power were undeniably important for women and men in the European past, they sought other goals as well. Moreover, the ways in which Europeans expressed their claims seemed U m e r i c a n dictionaries consulted include: Webster's New International Dictionary of the English Language, 2d ed., 1939 and 1954 to differ considerably from the Anglo-Americans: Europeans focused as much or more on elaborations of womanliness; they celebrated sexual difference rather than similarity within a framework of malelfemale complementarity; and, instead of seeking unqualified admission to male-dominated society, they mounted a wideranging critique of the society and its institutions. Amy Hackett, an American historian of German feminism, spelled out the problem in 1975, when she wrote, "The American bias [in scholarship on feminism] is particularly evident in the frequent assumption that equality of rights is the essence of feminism."Wackett proposed excluding the concepts of equality and rights from any broad definition of feminism because claims for individual "equality" and "rights" were not categories germane to the discourse of leaders of the early twentieth-century German women's movement. Yet, some of these women clearly considered themselves to be feminists and were so considered by their contemporaries."
In a subsequent case, Cheryl Register puzzled over the definition of feminism as she attempted to evaluate the contribution of the Swedish writer Ellen Key, for whom motherhood was the central analytical point. Iffeminism is identified, as has been the case in Swedish historical writing, with women's activity in the public sphere and with parliamentary agitation for legal rights, Register queried, how should one evaluate "a woman who stays independent of organizations and doctrines, extols private virtues, and sees love, an unlegislatable emotion, as the crux ofliberation"? Such a woman, she added, " This is contrary to the claims of historian Richard J. Evans, who has argued that leaders of the German women's movement never used the terms "feminism" or "feminist" ("The Concept of Feminism: Notes for Practicing Historians," in German Women in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries: A Social and Literary History, ed. Ruth-Ellen B. Joeres and Mary Jo Maynes [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 19861, 247-58, esp. 248) . For proof of the contrary, see the commentaries published in France and elsewhere by German women, notably Kathe Schirmacher, who used the term frequently in her articles, "El feminisme en la universidad de Zurich," Espafia moderna 9, no. 100 (April 1897): 136-46, "Le fkminisme e n Allemagne," Revue de Paris (July l , 1898), 151-76, "Le mouvement feministe a travers le monde," Revue mondiale (December 1, 1901), 555-63, and Houghton-MiHin, 1987) , 335-73. To be fair, it should be pointed out that historians of American women have developed a comparable critique since the mid-seventies. The revisionist approach to the history of feminism in the United States is too well known to require documentation here; its initial thrust, however, was to locate the origins of feminist activism in early nineteenthcentury female reform societies and educational activities that fostered the development of female consciousness, rather than exclusively in the movement for women's rights that grew out of the political movement to abolish slavery. More recent work has emphasized the community consciousness of the women in female reform societies, but with what seems to me (in comparison to Europe) to be a far more local rather than emphatically national or state-associated perspective. Influential contributors to this revisionist account of American feminist history include Barbara J. Berg, Nancy F. Cott, Estelle B. Freedman, Linda Gordon, Nancy Hewitt, William Leach, Mary P. Ryan, Anne Firor Scott, Kathryn Kish Sklar, and Carroll SmithRosenberg (see, in particular, Estelle B. Freedman, "What Women Wanted: Varieties of Feminism in Nineteenth-Century America," Stanford Observer [January 19781, 3, 7;  and Nancy Cott's review essay, "The House of Feminism," New York Review of Books [March 17, 19831, 36-40) . It remains the case, however, that this newer historiography has yet to offset the impact of older rights-based notions in the historical perception of feminism held by the American general public.
l3 For example, Elizabeth Fox-Genovese, "The Ideological Bases of Domestic Economy: The Representation of Women and the Family in the Age of Expansion," in her and Eugene Genovese's Fruits of Merchant Capital (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983) , and her introduction to French Women and the Age of Enlightenment, ed. Samia I. Spencer (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984); and Richard Stites, The Women's Liberation Movement in Russia: Nihilism, Feminism, and Bolsheuism, 1860 -1930 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1978 .
To complicate matters, historians of Europe discovered that the term "feminism" itself barely existed before the twentieth century and that, from the time of its introduction, it was controversial. As my own research on France developed, I became interested in the early history of the word fdminisme. My inquiry revealed definitively that this word and its derivatives originated quite recently in France.14 Although invention of the word "fdminisme" has often erroneously been attributed to Charles Fourier in the 1830s, in fact its origins are still uncertain. It only began to be used widely in France in the early 1890s and then principally as a synonym for women's emancipati~n.'~ in The first self-proclaimed "feminist" France was the women's suffrage advocate Hubertine Auclert, who from at least 1882 on used the term in her periodical, La Citoyenne, to describe herself and her associates.16 The words gained currency following discussion in the French press of the first self-proclaimed "feminist" congress in Paris, which was sponsored in May 1892 by Eugenie Potonie-Pierre and her colleagues in the women's group Solidaritd, who shortly thereafter juxtaposed fdminisme with masc~l i n i s m e . 'By 1894-95 the terms had crossed the Channel to Great Marya Cheliga-Loevy stated in 1896 that Charles Fourier had coined the expression in his Thdorie des Quatre Mouoements et des destinees gdndrales (1808) ("Les hommes feministes," Reuue Encyclopddique Larousse, no. 169 [November 28, 18961: 826) . This claim has been uncritically echoed by many persons since, based on secondary sources that repeated the claim without authenticating it. My consultation of both the 1808 and 1841 editions of the Thdorie revealed no trace of the actual words, though Fourier's concepts of what would be required to emancipate women clearly qualify as "feminist" concepts even by today's standards. Nor is there any entry under either word in Edouard Silberling, Dictionnaire de sociologie phulanstdrienne. Guide des oeuvres compldtes de Charles Fourier (1911; reprint Burt Franklin, New York, in their Bibliography and Reference Series, no. 63, 1964) . See Offen, "Sur les origines des mots 'feminisme' et feministe," for further discussion of the Fourier conundrum and the circuitous odyssey through cross-references whereby this erroneous claim became entrenched in French dictionaries.
' 6 See La citoyenne, no. 64 (September 4-October 1, 1882), 1. Auclert's usage was picked up by L. Cosson, Essai sur la condition des femmes (Paris: Dupont, 1883), who speaks both of fdministes (59, 121) and chauoinisme masculin (125) . American readers will be interested to learn that Hubertine Auclert used the word "feminist" repeatedly in an open letter to Susan B. Anthony (dated February 27, 1888), responding to an invitation to attend the 1888 congress of women in Washington, D.C. ("Un mot de marche," La citoyenne [March 18881, reprinted in Hubertine Auclert: La Citoyenne, 1845 -1914 Britain, and before the turn of the century, they were appearing in Belgian French, Spanish, Italian, German, Greek, and Russian published so~rces.~%t the September 1896 women's congress in Berlin, Potonie-Pierre (in a report on the position of women in France) applauded the press for launching the word "feminism" after she and her friends had invented it and sent it into circ~lation.'~ By the late 1890s the words had jumped the Atlantic to Argentina and the United States, though it seems they were not commonly used in the United States much before 1910.20 Then, as now, these words Significantly, most of the sources Posada cited in his articles were either French or British. In Italy, see Anna Kuliscioff, "I1 femminismo," Critica sociale 7, no. 12 (June 16,1897); Emilia Mariani, "I1 femminismo: Lettera aperta alla Dottoressa Kuliscioff," Per l'idea; supplemento mensile letterario a1 Guido del popolo 2, no. 8 (August 1, 1897); and Maria Venco, "Tra femminismo e socialismo," Vita femminile 3, no. 8-9 (1897) . See also Rina Faccio Pierangeli, "I1 femminismo in Italia," Vita internazionale 2, no. 1 (January 5, 1899): 22-24. In Russian, see Zinaida Vengerova, "Feminizm i zhenskaia svoboda," Obrazouanie, no. 5-6 (1898), 73-90; and V. G. Kamrash, Feminizm, ob emansipatsii zhenschiny (Moscow, 1902) , both cited by Linda Edmondson, Feminism in Russia (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1984) . In Dutch, see Siebald Rudolf Steinmetz, Het feminisme (Leyden, 1899) . In German, see the articles by Schirmacher, Braun Gizycki, Steinmetz, and Lange, all cited in n. 9 above. According to Eleni Varikas, the word first appears in Greek in an editorial on Greek women of letters in the women's publication EQHMEPIZ TflN KqPIflN (Ladies' Journal) (December 5, 1896) (like other nineteenth-century "ism" words--conservatism, liberalism, socialism) were employed not only by proponents and adversaries of women's emancipation but also by observers of their struggles. Then, as now, many parties used the terms polemically, as epithets, rather than analytically; then, as now, the words were not used by everyone to mean the same thing. And, as the study of their history reveals, they referred far more often to the "rights of women" than to "rights equal to those of men." This is a subtle but profound distinction. Even then the vocabulary of feminism connoted a far broader sociopolitical critique, a critique that was womancentered and woman-celebratory in its onslaught on male privilege.
In fin-de-si8cle France, problems of defining and claiming fkminisme and fdministe arose immediately. As was true of French politics generally, factions quickly emerged. Groups and individuals espousing divergent theories of feminism and agendas for change began to categorize themselves and their rivals through the practice of exclusionary classification, by adding qualifying modifiers as well as by forming separate organizations and publications. By 1900 a veritable taxonomy of self-described or imputed feminisms had sprung into being: "familial feminists," "integral feminists," "Christian feminists," "socialist feminists," "radical feminists," and "male feminists," among others.21 Already at that time, "socialist Woodside, Calif., 1972) , and "De-feminists" had begun to cast aspersions on "bourgeois feminist^."^^ Not only adversaries but also partisans of various factions persistently posed the question of who could properly be called a feminist and who could not; their efforts quickly raised several related questions, questions that have since become all too familiar, including the questions that to the historian appear the most perplexing of all: Which advocates of which resolution to the woman question held women's best interests at heart? When is a feminist really an antifeminist? What must the fundamental criteria be? And, most important politically, who will decide?
These definitional problems were quickly compounded by another problematic discovery, stemming from the fact that French scholars were pioneers in what we now call women's ~tudies.2~ In the course of exploring the early French historiography in women's history, it became apparent that, since 1900, historians and scholars of literary history, as well as contemporary commentators, have taken up the words "feminism" and "feminist," using them anachronist- ically and with great abandon, only rarely defining their terns or scrutinizing the full content of the ideas they so labeled. In the first decade of the twentieth century, learned books and articles appeared on feminism in antiquity, the Middle Ages, the Renaissance, and especially in the period beginning in the seventeenth century.24
English-language scholars quickly demonstrated that such careless habits could be contagious; thus, we find scholarly treatises that address acknowledged that the term "feminism" was not in use before the nineteenth century, proceeded to deploy it to encompass a broad range of pro-woman advocacy by European women between 1400 and 1800.2fi This practice seems highly problematic; not only is it anachronistic, but it is conceptually anarchic as well. A close reading of some of these studies reveals that few authors use the terms to mean the same thing. Moreover, many are internally inconsistent. Only an unusually attentive and well-informed reader can discover the myriad ways in which such a practice effectively deflects analysis from what are, in fact, important historical issues. In the meantime, scholars continue to speak loosely of "precursors" and ' 6 forerunners" of feminism or of "proto-feminists" and, nowadays, of "feminist antifeminism," "antifeminist feminism," and "postfeminists."27 How can one decide what is pre-and what is proto-, let alone anti-or post-, without first setting forth what is "feminist"?
As things now stand, scholars have to invent their own definitions of feminism. The extent to which this practice can lead to contradictory results is exemplified by editorial remarks in two recent collections of British women's texts from the period 1500-1800. Moira Ferguson speaks of ''first feminists" from 1500 on, while her British colleague Simon Shepherd, discussing several of the same writers examined by Ferguson, insists that readers will find no feminism in these text~.~Wlearly, Ferguson's notion of feminism differs from Shepherd's. It is, of course, doubtful whether the most basic assumptions of sixteenth-century women writers about women's nature, their relationship to men, to the family, to the structure and purpose of social order would be even slightly acceptable to critics of women's status in England today. The "feminism" of the six- Pro-family Feminism," in Mitchell and Oakley, eds. (n. 5 above), 243-44, n. 4; and Donald Meyer, Sex and Power: The Rise of Women in America, Russia, Sweden, and Italy (Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 1987), 176, 183 . ZX Moira Ferguson, ed., First Feminists: British Women Writers, 1578 -1799 (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985 Martin's, 1985) . teenth century would be even more different from our own, and the demands by women or men for change in women's status in that century would require interpretation within the context of the cultures in which they wrote. Nevertheless, there is one common thread running through their arguments: what they share with their successors is the impetus to critique and improve the disadvantaged status of women relative to men within a particular cultural situation. Even this rudimentary definition of feminism, however, is not sufficient for analytical purposes.
Nor do the rough-hewn historical categories of feminism in circulation today in the United States and Great Britain offer much real insight into the possible historical dimensions of feminism. We find contemporary scholars employing both dualistic and tripartite distinctions. Among the dualistic distinctions proposed by scholars and activists in recent years are "old" and "new" feminisms, "social" and "hard-core" feminisms, "first-wave" and "second-wave" feminisms, "classical" and "modern" feminisms, "maximalist" and "minimalist" feminisms, and "humanistic" and "gynocentric" femi n i s m~.~~ "evanTripartite distinctions include the "egalitarian," gelical," and "socialist" feminisms identified in the recent British past (i.e., since 1800)by sociologist Olive Banks, and the "liberal," "Marxist," and "radical" feminisms located by Zillah Eisenstein and others in the contemporary American Not content with 2y In her collection, Voices of the New Feminism (Boston: Beacon, 1970), ~a ; y Lou Thompson distinguishes between the recent movement for women's liberation and the older suffrage-based feminism. Miriam Schneir employed a similar distinction between "old" and "new" feminisms in the introduction to her anthology, Feminism: The Essential Historical Writings (New York: Vintage, 1972) ; as did Roberta SaIper, ed., Female Liberation: History and Current Politics (New York: Knopf, 1972) . In England, following the First World War, Eleanor Rathbone also used the "new/old" distinction to separate her "new feminism," of government "endowment" of motherhood, from the "old feminism" of the suffrage movement (The Disinherited Family: A Plea for the Endowment of the Family [1924; reprint, London: Arnold, 19271 . Not surprisingly, what was "new" for Rathbone was quite different than what was new to Thompson, Schneir, and Salper. For "social" and "hard-core feminism," see O'Neill, Everyone Was Brave (n. 6 above). For "first-" and "second-wave" feminisms, see Elizabeth Sarah, ed., "Special Issue: Reassessments of 'First Wave' Feminism," Women's Studies International Forum 5, no. 6 (1982) (New York: Longman, 1981) . Eisenstein provides a chart of con-these, Alison Jagger and others identify a present-day "socialist feminist" category, which is distinct and separate from Marxist feminism.31
Admittedly, these latter categories have relevance and meaning within a circumscribed field of contemporary discourse shared by readers of publications devoted to scholarship in women's studies. It is more doubtful that such distinctions make sense to other members of the general public. However, it is certain that none of them serve the analytical needs of historians who want to understand feminism prior to the twentieth century or in other parts of the world. The history of feminism cannot be rendered intelligible by imposing on the European past oversimplified "now/then7' or other, more complex but time-bound, categories devised for analysis of the American or British present, or by subordinating feminism to the clash between liberals and Marxists since the 1890s. The history of European feminism cannot be clarified by resorting to American scholars' distinctions between "feminism" and "women's rights" or the "women's movementl'32 A more systematic, more comprehensive approach is required.
temporary feminisms that distinguishes "black feminism," "socialist feminism," "lesbian feminism," "radical feminism, " "anarcha-feminism," and "radical-liberal," "progressive liberal," and "status-quo [Fall 19691: 53-62, "Women's Right and American Feminism," American Scholar 40, no. 2 [Spring 19711: 235-48 Neighborhoods, and Cities (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1981) .
It took some time to arrive at this conclusion and to begin to struggle with its implications. During the writing of Susan Groag Bell's and my interpretative documentary, Women, the Family,and Freedom, there seemed to be no simple answer to this problem. We finally opted for the historicist's escape route; we deliberately renounced use in our essays of the words "feminism" and "feminist" as descriptors of any arguments on women's behalf prior to their actual use in the 1890s. We made this decision in order to focus readers' attention on the issues being discussed in the texts themselves, on the modes of argument used to discuss them, and on the salient points of disagreement, all seen in their immediate historical ~o n t e x t .~" This strategy works successfully within the limits of a 1200-page book, and for seminars and courses devoted to close study of the texts. But in subsequent efforts to describe and summarize our book for more general audiences, and, ironically, in scholarly reviewers' attempts to analyze its content, the word feminism continues to provide a shorthand too convenient to give This shows how stubborn a problem we face. There seems to be no satisfactory substitute. The term "feminism" can be endlessly qualified, but it seems impossible to eliminate it from our vocabulary. In order to use it adeptly, therefore, I see no alternative but to grapple with the complex problem of definition itself. We must have a definition that can bear the weight of the historical evidence and make sense of it.
"Relational" and "individualist" arguments Toward that end I will explore two distinct modes of historical argumentation or discourse that have been used by women and their male allies on behalf of women's emancipation from male control in Western societies. Both of these modes, which express analytically divergent ways of thinking about women and men and their respective places in human social organization, must be encompassed in any historically sensitive definition of feminism. I have characterized these two modes as "relational" and "individualist" (leaving definition of the term "feminism" in abeyance for the moment). At one time, I used the term "familial" to designate the former, but I have abandoned that terminology because it immediately (if wrongly) conjures images of male-dominated families in the minds of readers. The term "relational" seems advantageous because it implies at least the possibility of extension to other classes of people besides husbands, children, and other immediate relatives.35
Recent scholarship bearing on the history of feminism in Europe strongly suggests that relational feminism represents the dominant line of argument prior to the twentieth century throughout the Western world. Indeed, relational arguments dominated European continental debate on the woman question until very recently. Individualist feminism also has deep historical roots in European culture, but it has become increasingly characteristic of British and American discourse since the political philosopher John Stuart Mill published The Subjection of Women in 1869 and has reached its most expansive development in twentieth-century Anglo-American thought. New historical work on Anglo-American feminism, however, increasingly reveals relational modes of argument in the British tradition existing side-by-side with individualist appro ache^.^^ Viewed historically, arguments in the relational feminist tradition proposed a gender-based but egalitarian vision of social organization. They featured the primacy of a companionate, nonhierarchical, male-female couple as the basic unit of society, whereas individualist arguments posited the individual, irrespective of sex or gender, as the basic unit. Relational feminism emphasized women's rights as women (defined principally by their childbearing and/or nurturing capacities) in relation to men. It insisted on women's distinctive contributions in these roles to the broader society and made claims on the commonwealth on the basis of these contributions. By contrast, the individualist feminist tradition of argumentation emphasized more abstract concepts of individual human rights and celebrated the quest for personal independence (or autonomy) in all aspects of life, while downplaying, deprecating, or dismissing as insignificant all socially defined roles and minimizing discussion of sex-linked qualities or contributions, including childbearing and its attendant responsibilities.
Even in Anglo-American thought prior to the twentieth century, these two modes of argument were not always as analytically distinct as I am portraying them here, and we are only beginning to examine their intertwining and interplay. In earlier centuries, evidence of both these modes can often be located in the utterances of a single individual, or among members of a particular group, exemplifying perhaps that not uncommon human desire to have things both ways. Two telling examples within the Anglo-American tradition are provided by the late eighteenth-century British writer on women's rights, Mary Wollstonecraft, and the nineteenth-century American suffragist Elizabeth Cady Stanton. Wollstonecraft coupled her call in 1792 for the "vindication of the rights of women" with a clear sense of women's role and responsibilities as mothers; Stanton argued in 1869 that "because man and woman are the complement of one another, we need woman's thought in national affairs to make a safe and stable government," and in 1892 insisted, in quite different circumstances, on a woman's right to "her birthright to self-sovereignty."37 In the thought of these two women, the notion of self-sovereignty was primarily a moral imperative rather than the categorical absolute it has since become. Thus, when the whole of their thought is analyzed, relational arguments dominate. Much more comparative work needs to be done on the thought and writings of such women and men in history before we will have a conclusive picture of the interweaving of these two strands of argumentation in any given setting.
Lest it be thought that the two approaches I am invoking here represent simply another sorry instance of the much-criticized binary logic endemic to Western thought, or a form of reductionism, let me suggest that there are important sociological reasons for positing two and only two categories rather than "varieties" or "relative degrees" of feminism.38 These two modes of argument certainly reflect the selflother dualism characteristic of Western thought, but they continue to be meaningful because they also reflect profound differences of opinion that have long existed within Western discourse about basic structural questions of social organization and, specifically, about the relationship of individuals and family groups to society and the state. Both modes must be accounted for if one is to understand feminism historically.
The Anglo-American individualistic tradition of feminism is nevertheless the model on which much discussion of feminism by historians has been based. Individualist arguments have served especially the cause of single women to justify an independent, nonfamily-based existence in a world that remains male defined. The emergence of a large group of emancipated single women during the nineteenth century was tightly intertwined with the unprecedented middle-class prosperity that advanced commercial and industrial capitalism created within Western societies, and nowhere more so than in England and the United States. Yet individualistic arguments inevitably rested on the emulation of a model of the individual that seemed to others functionally male, a sort of masculinisme fbminin, as one Frenchman referred to it in 1909.39 As recently as the early 1970s, this notion of feminism seemed to b e the only "politically correct" form available to American women. Individualist feminism placed political priority on enactment of the Equal Rights Amendment and on dismantling the gender-stratified educational system and economy that disadvantaged women through occupational segregation. Even as this situation has changed, and competitive individualism itself has come under attack,40 individ- In histories such as Carl N. Degler's At Odds: Women and the Family in America from the Revolution to the Present, individualist feminism dominates. Given the propensities of contemporary individualists-both male and female-to make claims for uncompromising self-realization, this tendency can probably be held accountable for much of the current resistance to feminism, especially among women who have chosen marriage and motherhood.41
Yet, the last decade of historical scholarship teaches us that to look only to individualist feminism is to miss the rich historical complexity of protest concerning women's subordination, even in the English-speaking world. It constitutes one important band, one significant possibility, on the broad spectrum of feminist thought. Focusing on it alone blinds us to the range of effective arguments used to combat male privilege in the Western world during the past few centuries, and even to arguments put forth today by women and men in economically less-privileged countries, where women's aspirations to self-sovereignty are often subordinated to pressing short-term political and socioeconomic necessities.
Moreover, the sociological content and logical conclusions of these two modes of argument have been significantly different. Relational feminism, with its couple-centered vision, has led historically to very different interpretations of women's circumstances and needs than has individualist feminism, especially in the arena of state action on behalf of mothers. In the experience of nineteenth- century France in particular, the key arguments of relational feminism culminated historically in the seemingly paradoxical doctrine of "equality in difference," or equity as distinct from equality. The fundamental tenets included the notion that there were both biological and cultural distinctions between the sexes, a concept of womanly or manly nature, of a sharply defined sexual division of labor, or roles, in the family and throughout society following from that "difference" and that "nature," and of the centrality of the complementary couple and/or the motherlchild dyad to social analy s i~.~ÃS these ideas were elaborated in conjunction with the discourse surrounding the democratic and industrial revolutions of the last two centuries, "relational feminism" could and did incorporate demands for women's right to work outside the household, to participate in all professions, and to vote, alongside demands for equality in civil law concerning property and persons. This it did in tandem with older demands for equal access to formal education and for unimpeded moral and ethical development. In other words, relational feminism combined a case for moral equality of women and men with an explicit acknowledgement of differences in women's and men's sexual functions in society (or, to use Catharine MacKinnon's apt phrase, the "difference difference makes"). Increasingly, relational feminists called for governmental programs that would bolster and enhance women's performance of procreative functions even as they argued that other avenues for life-work must also be available to women.43 42 T h e sociocultural significance of physiological differences between the sexes was asserted and contested in Europe from the eighteenth century on, particularly as medical men turned to diagnosing social as well as physical ills. In the nineteenth century, few of those who argued for women's emancipation would have accepted the current notion of focusing exclusively on the cultural construction of gender while setting biological sex differences off limits for discussion. As the historian Carl N. Degler correctly pointed out to a skeptical audience at Stanford, from the time of Darwin forth, "biological arguments were developed both in support of, as well as against, the widening of women's social horizons" (see "Darwinians Confront Gender, or, There Is More to It than History" [paper delivered at the Conference on Theoretical Perspectives on Sexual Difference, Stanford University, February 19-21, 19871 ). See also Nancy F. Cott, "Feminist Theory and Feminist Movements: The Past before Us," in Mitchell and Oakley, eds. (n. 5 above). Here
Cott notes, "It should not be assumed that because arguments from 'difference' or 'expedience' could be conservative, they necessarily were. On the contrary, claims for women's 'difference' could be turned to radical social goals" (52).
4"mong the Americanists, there have been attempts to grapple with the distinctive modes of argument I have been positing here, but their classificatory schemes have focused more on issues or approaches intrinsic to the American tradition than on the sociopolitical issues I am advancing here as fundamental. In Plow Women Rather than Reapers (n. 27 above), Schramm posited the distinction of "congruent" I had first run across such arguments based on difference in midnineteenth-century French writing, in the influential program of Ernest Legouvk, a "male-feminist" who spoke out in 1848 for dramatic reforms in women's legal status in marriage and in their education, while wholeheartedly embracing the notion of "equal but different" spheres for wonien and men.44 Like Amy Hackett's German feminists and like Sweden's Ellen Key, Legouvk clearly did not fit within the "equal rights" or "autonomy" models then being used to index feminism. Nor, as it turns out, did most nineteenthcentury leaders of the French women's movement, so many of whom placed women's empowerment in their maternal role at the center of their thinking.45 Recent scholarship bearing on the history of feminism elsewhere in Europe has convinced me not only that the French were not unique in this respect but also that this mode of "bi-valent" argument (to use Elizabeth Wolgast's term), often directly traceable to French influence, had a far-reaching impact on developments throughout Europe and the rest of the Without acknowledging the historical importance of this tradition and its arguments, our own appreciation of the range and vitality of Western thought concerning the emancipation of women will be impoverished indeed. Both the relational and the individualist modes of argument have historical roots in what historian Temma Kaplan has called "female consciousness," or consciousness of the "rights of gender."47 The evidence also suggests incontrovertibly that proponents of the relational position possessed a "feminist consciousness": they viewed women's collective situation in the culture as unjust, they attributed it to social and political institutions established by men, and they believed that it could be changed by protest and political action.48 Nevertheless, they insisted that women had a special role, a role distinct from that of men. Thus, it is clearly erroneous to assert, as Kaplan recently did, that "all feminists attack the division of labor by sex, because roles limit freedom, and to mark distinctions is to imply superiority and inferi~rity."~~ This is a radically individualist, very contemporary, and ultimately very exclusionary perspective on the history of feminism. In European history, especially in the nineteenth century, the relational premises of feminism were rooted in sexual dimorphism and based on a vision of specified, complementary responsibilities within an organized society that could even (and often did) override claims for personal liberty that extended beyond moral equivalency; these were not only accepted by pro-47 Temma Kaplan, "Female Consciousness and Collective Action: The Case of Barcelona, 1910 -1918 ," Signs 7, no. 3 (Spring 1982 gressive women and men in that culture but provided, as well, the foundation for making the broadest of claims for women's empowerment and the most sweeping changes in the sexual balance of power. In the late nineteenth century, for example, relational feminists presented an ever more vocal challenge to the militaristic nation-state by threatening to "regender" it. As Hubertine Auclert put it in 1885, the ktat mdre de famille (the motherly state) must replace the ktat minotaur (the minotaur state); Auclert charged that the latter's exclusive interest was the levy of monetary and blood taxes. Bertha von Suttner condemned men's exaltation of battles and death at the expense of both life and life's creation through love."' These are not isolated examples. The history of feminism is inextricable from the time-honored concerns of historiography: politics and power. Hence, the history of feminism poses essential questions for the political and intellectual history of Europe and the modern Western world, just as women's history poses essential questions for its social and economic history. Throughout Europe and the Americas, the history of feminism-both in the growth of theory and in political practice-has become increasingly and inextricably entwined with the controversies surrounding the growth and elaboration of secular nation states, industrial capitalism, and war and peace among nations.
However, at the same time, our understanding of politics and power must be expanded by attention to gender. The new history of politics and power must henceforth comprehend the arguments and efforts of relational feminists to influence government-enacted protective legislation for women workers and state-sponsored maternity benefits; it must include the development of housewives' unions and demands for the compensation of housework as well as unions for employed women and equal pay for equal work; and it must include all political efforts to elaborate the welfare state so as to serve women's needs as wives and mothers (e.g., payment of family allowances to mothers, establishment of child-care facilities, movements for improved housing, and the like), as well as efforts to eliminate state control of women's bodies (e.g., contesting antiabortion laws and regulated prostitution) and to end the so-called white slave trade; and it must include efforts to alter men's more violent habits by attacking alcoholism and wife-beating and by con- testing war and promoting peace. Relational feminism informed most activities of the women's movements of France, England, the Scandinavian states, Germany, and other European nations; moreover, it characterized virtually all the reform efforts during the Progressive Era that have heretofore been labeled "social feminism" by historians of the United States.
Between 1890 and 1920, however, the aims and goals of relational and individualist approaches appeared increasingly irreconcilable, as different groups of women began to articulate differing claims. The feminist family tree stands revealed as a two-forked tree, with many smaller branches. Especially in England and the United States, individualist feminism gained momentum as increasing numbers of highly educated, single women intent on achieving personal autonomy became visible for the first time, the participation of married women in the industrial labor force became a political issue, and-most significantly-birthrates began to fall. Following the Russian Revolution of 1917 and the development of a strong anticommunist reaction in the United States during the 1920s, feminist intellectuals veered sharply in the direction of downplaying sex difference^.^'
In European circles-and to some extent, in Anglo-American circles-the quest for "equal rights" sufficient to realize an individual woman's autonomy, a self-reliance asserted rhetorically as a self-contained ideal, seemingly without reference to societal purpose or relationship to others, provoked controversy and dissent.52 European critics of individualist feminism, echoing Tocqueville's more general concerns about individualism, filed charges of "ego- 52 See Carroll Smith-Rosenberg's "The New Woman as Androgyne: Social Disorder and Gender Crisis, 1870-1936," in her Disorderly Conduct: Visions of Gender in Victorian America (New York: Knopf, 1985) . See also Martha Vicinus, Independent Women: Work and Community for Single Women, 1850-1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986). The social construction of the lesbian stereotype in Anglo-American discourse stands starkly revealed in these works. The reasons for such a development in this period fall outside the scope of this article but offer rich subject matter for further comparative historical research.
ism" against women they thought to have adopted a male model as the human norm.
In France this debate became tightly entwined with nationalistic political and cultural visions; critics of individualist feminism branded it as "foreign," claiming that it epitomized an AngloAmerican threat to French visions of worn an lines^.^^ In the ensuing backlash, the terms "fdministe" and 'tfkminine" were set in opposition as factions found themselves at loggerheads over a variety of issues.54 The conundrum I posed at the beginning of this essay took shape: Who was a feminist, indeed? Who was the better feminist? Was it Maria Deraismes, who urged repeal of the Napoleonic law that forbade paternity suits by seduced and abandoned women so that they could sue their lovers for child support? Or was it L6onie Rouzade, who argued for state subsidies for mothers? Was it Augusta Moll-Weiss, founder of the Ecole des meres (School for Mothers) in Paris, who in 1910 insisted that "being a better housewife [by developing skills and expertise that free up women's time from the drudgery of household chores] permits one to be a better feminist"? Or was it Madeleine Pelletier, who in 1908 opened her tract, Woman in Combat for her Rights, with the line, "The individual is an end in itself, whatever the sex." She argued compellingly that women must be liberated not only from the legal and economic control of husbands and fathers but also from socially imposed roles and from separate spheres, and that women must be at liberty to realize their potential as individuals, without regard to their sex or their capacity to give birth.55 Pelletier, a woman doctor who dressed in mannish clothing, cropped her hair, and espoused 53 Offen, "Depopulation, Nationalism, and Feminism" (n. 21 above), and "Feminism, Antifeminism, and National Family Politics in Early Third Republic France," in Connecting Spheres: Women in the Western World, 1500 to the Present, ed. women's liberation in advanced socialist and anarchist circles, openly disparaged "femininity" as it was then constructed. From the perspective of the late twentieth century, Pelletier's language and presentation seemed easily recognizable; to some she looked more like a feminist "foremother" than her counterpart, the ultra-feminine Marguerite Durand, a former actress with the Com6die Fran~aise who later boasted about the positive effect her charms had had on advancing women's cause. On closer inspection, however, we find that Pelletier constituted a minority of one, an "extraordinary failure by the standards of her own time."56 The model posited by Pelletier for women's self-realization looked to contemporaries all too much like the male model. In France such an "unfeminine" individualist approach to the emancipation of women would never be well received.
Why not? It remained the case in fin-de-sikcle France, and, indeed, well into the twentieth century, that sexual dimorphism was a fundamental ingredient of French social and political thought and that the family-not the individual-continued to compose the core unit in their thinking. As Louise Tilly has insisted, "The continuing centrality of family as an associational reference for the French was not simply a matter of ideology. It was the family's continuing role as an economic productive unit for peasants and craftsmen, and its continuing role as economic resource for propertied and wage earning persons, that makes the family so central in understanding French social relations and French women's collective action."57
Early twentieth-century French feminist groups invariably critiqued maletfemale relationships with reference to the family and explicitly proposed a radically restructured, nonpatriarchal family; they insisted, nevertheless, on the necessary complementarity of, distinction between, and interdependence of the sexes.58 Social roles, based in "natural" biological differences and the then seemingly inevitable constraints on women of reproduction and parenting, were paramount but were not perceived by most advocates of radical change to conflict directly with a woman's self-realization or self-fulfillment as a moral and intellectual being. Sexual dimor- phism remained central to the French vision of the social order and, indeed, since the Enlightenment motherhood itself had long been invoked by many reformers as a rationale for granting women civil and civic rights and for insisting on women's participation in public affairs. This is not to say that the critique leveled against the prevailing institutional form of marriage, concerning men's legal control over the persons and properties of women, was not a radical critique, or that a few women did not express a desire for total economic emancipation from men and for sexual liberty as well. Like many liberal economic demands of the mid-nineteenth century, however, these latter demands were elaborated alternatively in terms of "freedom from externally imposed restrictions" and " freedom to become." Freedom from restrictions was the language of classical economic and political liberalism, transposed to serve the emancipation of women in a world of socially constructed restrictions. Freedom to become signified a more philosophical, more transcendental, more internalized project in self-realization; more recently, it has come to connote a project for autonomous behavior that, by ignoring socially constructed norms or goals, refuses to acknowledge limitation by them. In France, the emergence of individualist feminism forced a paradigm shift in the campaign for women's emancipation. Many French women and men as well as other Europeans who in the 1890s could be considered "relational feminists" objected to such uncompromising individualism, an individualism that seemed to portend bitter competition between the sexes. The French considered it to be a peculiarly Anglo-American (or Anglo-Saxon, as they called it) mutation of feminism. They viewed it as atomistic and, hence, socially destructive. It should be remarked that they were equally opposed to raw economic individualism; late nineteenthcentury French sociopolitical discourse was profoundly anticapitalistic. With the emergence of this new model, many nineteenthcentury French feminists found themselves relegated to the camp of "antifeminism" by those who preached the doctrine of individualism for women. Some of them fought back. Nor were the French alone in this: women and men throughout the Western world, as diverse in other respects as Clara Zetkin, Ellen Key, Marguerite Durand, Sigmund Freud, Jules Simon, and G. Stanley Hall, derogated this seemingly new individualistic fonn of feminism as "unw~rnanly."~" A grotesque caricature of the "emancipated woman," the fin-de-sikcle feminist, a functional male who was neither wife nor mothel; quickly became a bogey. This caricature of "unsexed ''' Bell and Offen, eds., vol. 2, pt. 1 womanhood" contributed, ~e r h a p s more than anything else, to the development of an innovative and potentially divisive line of argument for women's rights based on "womanliness" and motherhood, which exhibited itself in virtually all French agitation for women's emancipation prior to the Second World War.
By the early twentieth century, therefore, most French feminists had rejected competitive individualism as anti-French, in keeping with their love-hate relationship with the Anglo-American world. From 1900 until the fall of the Third Republic in 1940, French feminism was closely associated with republican nationalism, and its discourse became closely intertwined with the profamily and pronatalist concerns of the regime. As in the nineteenth century, its advocates continued to emphasize sexual difference, a sexual division of labor, motherhood and education for motherhood, and state subsidies for mothers; but they also demanded enhanced legal, educational, and economic rights and the vote for women. French feminists, both secular and Catholic, bourgeois and socialist, advocated putting France's welfare and a reconstituted family ahead of individual or personal needs, in the name of national s~l i d a r i t y .~~ Was this feminism? The French thought so. At the same time that they argued for compulsory home economics and pue'riculture (scientific infant care), coupled with comprehensive maternity benefits, they scoffed at medals for motherhood and instead demanded state subsidies for all mothers. They also defended women's right to work and insisted that employed women be granted equal pay for equal work. Within their nationalistic frame of reference this did not constitute a contradictory position, just as Mary Wollstonecraft's insistence on competent motherhood as woman's first duty was not contradictory in its c~n t e x t .~' In the French context, the politics of motherhood in the national interest emerged as a consistent, though complex, feminist politics.
With this historical perspective in mind, it is particularly striking to observe that in France up to the time of publication of Simone d e Beauvoir's The Second Sex in 1949, physiological difference and the sexual division of labor predicated on it was rarely identified by self-styled feminists as a primary instrument of women's oppression. On the contrary, from the early twentieth century on, French feminists have found it both strategically and tactically useful, given France's seemingly perilous demographic position, to emphasize See Offen, "Depopulation, Nationalism, and Feminism" (n. 21 above), and "Women and the Politics of Motherhood in France, 1920 -1940 ," Working Paper no. 871293 (Florence: European University Institute, 1987 .
See Wollstonecraft, in Bell and Offen, eds., 1:61. and celebrate the uniqueness of womanhood, especially women's role and rights as mothers. They demanded radical sociopolitical reforms by the state that would transform the social institutions surrounding motherhood and thereby encourage natality and at the same time improve women's status. The confusion that abounds today in France about what can properly be considered "feminism" is symptomatic of the extent to which today's French women's advocates ignore-for it seems to result more from ignorance and neglect than from overt rejection-the legacy of their own predecessors . 62 It is remarkable to note, moreover, the ways in which certain deeply ingrained modes of argument reemerge in very different forms within a particular national and sociolinguistic setting. Within the post-1968 French mouvement pour la liberation des femmes, the group known as Psych et Po (Psychanalyse et Politique) insisted on the centrality of biological difference~ between the sexes; their enthusiasts, whose thinking draws heavily on Lacanian psychoanalytic postulates, argue that just this women's diffdrence, which they insist lies in a sexuality that has been repressed by patriarchal culture, is the source of women's potential liberati0n.~3 The "feminine," in their view, has been totally repressed, and their objective is to challenge existing language and culture through exploration of "women's language." This group, which treats physiological, sexual difference and its social consequences with deadly seriousness-and fosters a concept of a repressed "woman's nature" as fundamental-is in this essential respect, at least, far closer than its adversaries to the tradition of nineteenth-and early twentieth-century French feminism, even though the focus has shifted from procreation and mothering to sexuality and separatism. What Psych et Po seeks to accomplish on the basis of these postulates is no less than the overthrow of Western patriarchal culture by the emergence of a specifically female discourse. There is no question that this is a radically innovative program, though its political effect remains to be gauged. Paradoxically, the writings of these theorists, who themselves reject the label of feminism, are presented in this country as the "new French f e m i n i~m . "~~ A further paradox is apparent when we consider that the French feminists who rallied round Simone d e Beauvoir consider the Psych et Po position "antifemini~t."~~ In the light of what we now know about the overall history of feminism in France, however, it seems ironic that, up to the time of her death, Beauvoir's arguments were received with greater enthusiasm in English-speaking countries than in her own.% Beauvoir's existentialist, environmentalist position, which rejected "the feminine" as a purely cultural construct and rejected the societal role implications of woman's physiological difference, even as she endorsed heterosexual existence, seems in retrospect more in hannony with the tradition of individualist feminism, more characteristic of Anglo-American feminism, than with the dominant historic tradition of relational feminism in her own nation. By positing the male model as its ideal type, by posing for women the transcendent act of "becoming" against the imminent stance of "being," Beauvoir set up a d e facto trap whereby, as Helene Eisenberg has pointed out, women are constantly faced with the threat of dkmission, or backsliding into "being," or female pas- The historical evidence presented above sustains two prior propositions on which I base a definition of feminism incorporating both the relational and individualist traditions. First, feminism must henceforth be viewed as a rapidly developing major critical ideology, or system ofideas, in its own right.")As an ideology, feminism incorporates a \)road spectrum of ideas and possesses an international scope, one whose developmental stages have historically been dependent on and in tension with male-centered political and intellectual discourse but whose more recent manifestations transcend the latter. Thus, feminism must be viewed as not intrinsically a subset of any other Western religious or secular ideology, whether Catholic or protestant Christian, Judaic, liberal, socialist, or Marxist (although historically a feminist critique has emerged within each of these traditions by initially posing the question: "And what about women?").7" The evidence from comparative history also suggests Note, e.g., the headline in Le monde, May 13, 1983 , concerning the proposed "anti-sexist" law: "L'kgalitk entre les hommes e t les femnles doit tenir conlpte d e leurs diffkrences."
"'Exchanges between American historians in the 1960s provoked subsequent discussion of feminism as ideology. Carl Degler stirred u p much debate when he insisted on the nonideological character of American feminism (see "Revolution without Ideology: The Changing Place of Women in America," Daedalus [Spring 196.11, reprinted in The Womun in America, e d . Robert Jay Lifton [Boston: Beacon, 19671, 193-210) . Degler has since recanted (see "On Rereading 'The Woman in America,' " Daedulus [Fall 19871: 199-210) . In contrast, in the essay, "Feminism as a Radical Ideology" (n. 32 above), O'Neill took feminism seriously as ideology but argued (in what now appears to have been sheer ignorance ofthe abundant European evidence to the contrary) that the ideology had not yet been properly developed; h e insisted that "f'eminism must have its Marx before it can expect a Lenin" (323). I n her book on German Jewish feminism, The Jewish Feminist Movement in Germuny: The Campc~ignsof ttheliidischer Fruuenbund, 1904 -1938 (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1979 , Marion Kaplan argued that "feminism is a process, not an ideology" (7). I would argue, to the contrary, that to see feminism only as process is to take too narrow a view, that it must be viewed as a developing i d e o l o g~ with the common tenets I have sketched here. From the Quakers to the German Catholics to the Second International, the pattern seems remarkably similar. What needs to b e explored in greater depth are the comparative elements of this problem. This is not to say that feminism must necessarily be a conventional sort of ideology, with a canon of authoritative texts; I see it as rather more diffuse and dynamic.
7' For an introduction to the literature from 1750 on, see the bibliographies in Bell and Offen, eds. (n. 33 al~ove) and, for more recent work, the 1)il)liographical essay appended to Offen, "Liberty, Equality, and Justice for Women" (n. 12 above). that in order to fully comprehend the historical range and possibilities of feminism, we must locate the origins and growth of these ideas within a variety of cultural traditions, rather than postulating a hegemonic model for their development on the experience of any single national or sociolinguistic tradition-be it Anglo-American, or French, or German, or Italian, or Spanish, or Swedish, or any other. Put differently, feminism must itself be "revisioned" by expanding our investigative horizons.
Seen in this way, feminism emerges as a concept that can encompass both an ideology and a movement for sociopolitical change based on a critical analysis of male privilege and women's subordination within any given society. As the starting point for the elaboration of ideology, of course, feminism posits gender, or the differential social construction of the behavior of the sexes, based on their physiological differences, as the primary category of analysis.71 In so doing, feminism raises issues that concern personal autonomy or freedom-with constant reference to basic issues of societal organization, which center, in Western societies, on the long-standing debate over the family and its relationship to the state, and on the historically inequitable distribution of political, social, and economic power between the sexes that underlies this debate. Feminism opposes women's subordination to men in the family and society, along with men's claims to define what is best for women without consulting them; it thereby offers a frontal challenge to patriarchal thought, social organization, and control mechanisms. It seeks to destroy masculinist hierarchy but not sexual dualism. Feminism is necessarily pro-woman. However, it does not follow that it must be anti-man; indeed, in time past, some ofthe most important advocates of women's cause have been men.7e Feminism makes claims for a rebalancing between women and men of the social, economic, and political power within a given society, on behalf of both sexes in the name of their common humanity, but with respect for their differences. The challenge is fundamentally a humanistic one that raises concerns about individual freedom and responsiblity, the collective responsibility of individuals to others in society, and modes of dealing with others. Even so, feminism has been, and remains today, a political challenge to male authority and hierarchy in the most profound sense; "the ultimate vision," as Claire Moses has argued, "is r e v o l~t i o n a r~. "~~ I would substitute the word "transformational,'' which carries fewer connotations of physical violence. As a historical movement in the Western world, the fortunes of feminism have varied widely from one society to another (from England, France, and the Scandinavian nations, on the one hand, to the Iberian peninsula and the Balkans on the other), depending on the possibilities available within a given society for the expression of dissent through word or deed.
Based on this definition of feminism, I would consider as feminists any persons, female or male, whose ideas and actions (insofar as they can be documented) show them to meet three criteria: (1) they recognize the validity of women's own interpretations of their lived experience and needs and acknowledge the values women claim publicly as their own (as distinct from an aesthetic ideal of womanhood invented by men) in assessing their status in society relative to men; (2)they exhibit consciousness of, discomfort at, or even anger over institutionalized injustice (or inequity) toward women as a group by men as a group in a given society; and (3) they advocate the elimination of that injustice by challenging, through efforts to alter prevailing ideas and/or social institutions and practices, the coercive power, force, or authority that upholds male prerogatives in that particular culture. Thus, to be a feminist is necessarily to be at odds with male-dominated culture and society.
The specific claims that have been made by feminists at particular times and in specific places in European history include arguments for ending the maligning of women in print, for educational opportunity, for changes in man-made laws governing marriage, for control of property and one's own person, and for valuation of women's unpaid labor along with opportunities for economic self-reliance. They also include demands for admission to the liberal professions, for readjustment of inequitable sexual mores and ending prostitution, for control over women's health, birthing, and childrearing practices, for state financial aid to mothers, and for representation in political and religious organizations (symbolized in Western societies not only by the vote but also by access to public office). Such claims can all be seen as culturally specific subsets of a broader i1 Moses (n. 45 above), 7 .
challenge to male pretensions to monopolize societal authority, that is, to patriarchy. At the same time, each of these claims addresses a structural issue, a problematic practice with political dimensions, which transcends the boundaries of the Western world and is applicable to the experience of women in other societies.
Toward a new feminist politics
This definition of feminism suggests not only a reconsideration of the relational feminist tradition in history but also a contemporary reappropriation of its most distinctive contribution in the interest of a new feminist politics. The relational mode of approaching women's emancipation, by honoring women's own interpretations of "difference" in its manifold complexity, may hold the key to overcoming contemporary resistance to feminism. It seems to me that most of those women who say today, "I'm not a feminist, but . . . ,, would in fact identify themselves as relational feminists, once made aware of the depth and extent of this tradition. It is to the logical and societal consequences of individualist feminist arguments-the individual as an end in itself-that they object.
Yet within present-day Anglo-American feminist circles, resistance to this type of relational thinking and its implications is not negligible. Arguments based on sexual difference, women's maternal roles, or nurturant thinking, or especially the suggestion that physiological or hormonal differences between the sexes, or female sexuality itself, might have sociopolitical implications, continue to make many current partisans uneasy, as the controversies over the proposals of Alice Rossi, Jean Bethke Elshtain, and, most recently, Sylvia Hewitt have d e m~n s t r a t e d .~~ Some opponents would prefer to disassociate themselves from such arguments, even at the expense of obscuring the historical importance of relational feminist arguments in the Western tradition. Some have attested to their discomfort with the role-based arguments of most early French advocates of feminist ideas, arguing, for example, that "it has been shown conclusively that complen~entary sex roles within an otherwise competitive society mean subordination of w0men."~5 Others have resisted the arguments for moral andlor spiritual distinctiveness, especially those that historically pointed to a mission of moral reform and unremunerated benevolence for women based on their capacity to nurture (though the content of these missions is now undergoing scholarly ree~aluation).~" For a few Marxist-feminist scholars, arguments for the moral reform of society by women, based on their difference from men, have been interpreted as simply a smokescreen for a bourgeoisie unwilling to confront the necessity of socioeconomic equalization of the capitalist ~o c i e t i e s .~~ At bottom, however, the real problem late twentieth-century feminist theorists have had with relational feminist arguments, both historically and today, is that such arguments seem to cut both ways; even as they support a case for women's distinctiveness and complementarity of the sexes, they can be appropriated by political adversaries and twisted once again to endorse male privilege. It is no secret to those who study women's history that certain aspects of arguments grounded in women's special nature, physiological and psychological distinctiveness, the centrality of motherhood, and a sharp sexual division of labor within the family and society have in the past been co-opted by those hostile to women's emancipation to fuel arguments for their continued subordination. The situation that developed in Germany in the 1930s, where a considerable part of the radical feminist program was taken over by the Nazis, offers the most complex and oft-cited case in point, but the situation in today's Soviet Union, in the People's Republic of China, Thatcher's Britain, and 1980s France, or, closer to home, in the camp of the New Right may prove to be no less t r o u b l e~o m e .~~ A closer reading of women's history and the history of the woman question in Western thought shows, however, that throughout the nineteenth century and well into the twentieth arguments for women's emancipation grounded in sexual difference and relational fem-76 Nineteenth-century claims for women's "moral superiority" and "maternal instinct" ha\re been heavily attacked. The findings of Gilligan (n. 41 above) have succeeded in shifting the debate to different ground. 
7'
inist claims could be and were used most effectively by women and men alike to achieve far-reaching rearrangements in the genderbased system, even in the face of heated opposition. One has only to invoke the achievement of Alva Myrdal and her associates in Sweden, who did not abandon the terrain of sexual difference but built upon it during a time of population crisis, to turn objections against women's employment into arguments for women's right to motherhood even as they continued to work.79 Such a relational approach cannot and must not be dismissed as historically wrongheaded, or too dangerous, or as irrelevant to the needs of women in today's world. Instead, we should be trying harder to reappropriate relational feminism and make it work for us, rather than against us. Surely, the best way to fight appropriation and willful misinterpretation of one's claims is to speak unambiguously and to maintain the initiative in countering opposition. Moreover, if we reject relational feminism because it can be misappropriated, then we must reject individualist feminism on the same grounds.
The individualist approach also has been and is even now being used against us. Most recently, it has been successfully turned against us in achieving defeat of the Equal Rights Amendment at the state level."By attacking gender roles, denying the significance of physiological difference, condemning existing familial institutions as hopelessly patriarchal, and contesting motherhood, individualist feminists of the 1970s formulated claims for personal autonomy, choice, and self-realization for women that simply placed the sociopolitical context, as well as the relational aspects, of most women's lives outside discussion and left this terrain to be effectively claimed by opponents who succeeded in mobilizing public fear.
It has been one of the paradoxes of the contemporary AngloAmerican women's movement that women's claims for a radical and thoroughgoing individual equality of rights with men would, if realized, preclude the possibility that there may be value for women in sexual distinctions. After all, solidarity among women is based not solely on recognition of a common oppression but also, histor-"' See Alva Myrdal, Nation and Family (London, 1945) ically speaking, on a celebration of shared and differential experience as members of the same sex, the childbearing and nurturing sex. Feminist scholar-activists have discovered, for instance, that women's cultural experience of motherhood as negative and restricting is historically specific and, given a different shape, can potentially offer women much sati~faction.~' However, we must find the initiative to reshape the world to our own purposes by "rethinking" the male-dominated family and its politics in a manner that incorporates, rather than neglects, the sociopolitical dimensions of women's experience. Reintegrating individualistic claims for women's self-realization and choices, with its emphasis on rights, into the more socially conscious relational framework, with its emphasis on responsibilities to others, may provide a more fruitful model for contemporary feminist politics, one that can accommodate diversity among women better than either of the two historical approaches can on their own.
It is historically significant that today Anglo-American feminist theorists are embarked on a reassessment of and a cautious rehabilitation of relational feminist ideas about "difference," womanliness, sexuality, and motherhood. This reassessment has been inspired to some extent by borrowings from recent continental European feminist theory, though with little knowledge of the historical development of European (especially French) feminism that could so enrich the undertaking. Ten years ago we knew all too little of that complex heritage; today, however, the range and diversity of the history of discourse about women and on women's behalf within Western thought stands revealed.
As we plot a future path, we must draw on the most valuable features of both historical traditions. What feminists today must doand are now beginning to do-is to reappropriate the relational path of our intellectual heritage, which we now know to be grounded in the very heart of Western thought on "the woman question"; to reclaim the power of difference, of womanliness as women define it; to reclaim its concern for broad social goals; and to reweave it once again with the appeal to the principle of human freedom that underlies the individualist tradition. We must collapse the dichotomy that has placed these two traditions at odds historically and chart a new political course. Armed with a richer history and a more See, in paiticular, the diversely revisionist critiques of Adrienne Rich, Of Womun Born: Motherhood us Experience and lnstitution (Kew York: Korton, 1976) ; and Elizabeth Badinter, Motlterlooe: M!yth und Reality (New York: Macmillan, 1981 , originally published in French as L'A~nour en Plus, 1980) . See also Stacey (n. 27 a\,ove), 219-48. comprehensive working definition of feminism, I suggest that, with compromises and concessions on both sides, we can make both modes of feminist discourse work together on behalf of an equitable world, a world in which women and men can be at once equal and different, a world free of male privilege and male hierarchy and authority over women.
To accomplish this, however, we must develop a more historically grounded, more realistic, more encompassing sociopolitical vision, one that goes beyond stark individualism. Such a vision, even as it appeals to solidarity among women to combat their common subordination, must also accommodate their actual range of diversity and differing needs. Such a vision must be capacious enough to include the concerns of women who are married as well as women who are single, women who are mothers as well as women who do not choose motherhood, and women whose most important relationships are with other women. It must speak to poor women as well as wealthy women and to women of various ethnic backgrounds and religious persuasions. It must also include men whose self-concept is not rooted in domination over women. Such a vision will encompass the best features of both the past and present relational and individualist frameworks for debating the woman question and open new vistas for the future of feminist politics.
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